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Re 


: Road allowances in Residential Areas 


The attached report is the result of a request from the City’s 
Planning and Development Committee to the Board of Control that 
the City's Administrative Committee "...review the basis for the 


standard road 


width of sixty-six (66) feet, and also as to the 


feasibility of a reduction in this width in appropriate circum- 


stances so as 
ment." 


to help alleviate the high cost of housing develop- 


The findings of this study have resulted in the following recom- 
mendations pertaining to residential street road allowances in 
new subdivisions which can be implemented immediately:- 


1. The road allowance at the end of cul-de-sac streets be 


(80) foot 


reduced from a Ninety (90) foot diameter tq an Eighty \ / 


diameter. ( Prw+des —s A ee elem ; oh tow » | AAA) % 


2. The road allowance on all "Local" streets (see Fig. 3) be 
reduced from Sixty-six (66) feet to Sixty (60) feet. 


3. As a result of the above reductions in road allowances, the 


following 


additional reductions in roadway standards for 


"Local" streets are recommended:- 


(a) Pavement widths on all cul-de-sac streets be 
reduced from Twenty-eight (28) feet to Twenty- 


four 


(24) feet. 


(b) Pavement widths on all other "Local" streets be 
reduced from Twenty-eight (28) feet to Twenty- 


six 
(c) Sidew 
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(26) feet. 


alks be eliminated from all "Local" streets. 

s associated with road allowances represent only 

n of the total housing development costs, the 

ies the major elements of housing development cost 
strategies for reducing these costs (see Tabi.e 2). 


udy of the feasibility of these additional strategies 
rtaken by the City's recently established Housing 
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SUMMARY 


The accompanying report, a review of the City of 
Hamilton's existing standards for residential street rights- 
of-way, has resulted in the following Findings and Recom- 
mendations: 


A. FINDINGS 


(1) There are two feasible alternatives to the existing 
66 feet residential street rights-of-way standard: 


(a) Alternative #1: Road allowance remains as 
in existing standard except in cul-de-sacs 
where it is reduced from 90 feet diameter to 
80 feet diameter. Pavement width is also re- 
duced from 28 feet to 24 feet on local cul-de- 
sac streets. Sidewalks are eliminated onlocal 
cul-de-sac streets. Barrier curbs on local 
cul-de-sac streets are replaced by mountable 
curbs. Pavement structure is reduced from 
depth of 6 inches to depth of 3 inches on all 
residential streets. (The Engineering Depart- 
ment should confirm the feasibility of this 
reduced pavement depth with respect to strength 
and maintenance requirements. ) 


$10. 50 - $16. 50 for cul-de-sac streets, and 


$ 3.00 for all other streets. 
In addition to the above costs reduction there 
would be a reduction in 'overhead' costs amount- 


ing to approximately 15% of the ‘construction’ 
costs. 


1 $10.50 for lots along the street 
$16.50 for lots within the cul-de-sac. 


-iv- 


a ao ee eh tas ae of Ni er ea Mee a bal Soe Mel, 
ic a a paste Pye) FA vy, cy . Se ; 0 Rela ; 


1 4 ' e ive *J ay + Wi. ” y = > P, -~ ‘ 
"i ¥ fee, LaF ' A ; it es ee ry 1404. 7 ey 
: sf i. lM i) ve oe and) fae.) &, ss Ps tie neg ee ee baa 
‘i ' a Py | a5 ¢ Loa r s 4 ‘a a ese 3 , 
x - n ‘ a ® < J} & “5 : ‘ ? _ <i 
‘ uss PET 4 4 Se ot i i wey * Pray , 
; ih ~ H ; ‘ ey rious 
i f Won A, ine Ts 
! i. j ae Rie] f . a a 
pi - ° J ~ 4 
$42 4008 ¢ ‘ : 4 ot 7 
y ‘ : i 
‘ + : 
‘ e Ly an . a 
* fi, * hiw 
+ aad 
4 va ; yO th tare 
7 ? } i. ee” 
* - J ‘ 
- ‘ A» i. vin <> 
Xana, 2 
; <1 Pia ri J y 
7 - J i 7 
? ¥ Ms 
~ y - : — 


é WI stb wnavs « wregys axtensteeaoe 4 
3 tC gaiens! Gah ob be yisarteitd Aldiaest. ows #28 a7edT: we 
Sane \, bpp eee YO—midy ts Je ite latirabtens tena) SOT 


4 A SlPs i | 
oe ta Angst eronite lle beak ibevivemtesifé (ep i 
) AS Sith adeg belize int ayengs Bash sse. onal gh. > ay 
“ae gS eater ae dent Oran sd boo nae c ut ti oseaties ogee 
a 5 tet nts WRiMb lc tapminws)  fetoueid toot GR 
Og” idea Uaped Ae dna) BS ot tes 85 nroxt besah Rie esa 
x | < lapot as betecitatiy ove wllawebi2 spteonta pom LO 
Se Ca oe Aegiol 96 adsiio 19 bevel Slauxt® se-sb-fyo & eats 
Boe ra Pan miry'redh geemant STA a5 2 Ona-ob-l9 >: ras 
eee ming) (ate pit Peouben ef aavinssio ved Sear) te ag 
pce. " die ao Saifoel < to wigeb of sertaut 3 16 tiga ara! 
ay ae Ca: pie WissonBRA iT) .zesecte initnobines any al 
pre ; a es ; ede Ye yh tftec a} of avg itoss bhiade tadoe, 92" 
Oy ibupocg nee lencr aston to hn 
Lar Be re. ; ac ai adel ee ee “ pave 


» 


~ n is: if 
al aan poy 


Mie ah ee 


(b) Alternative #2: Road allowance on 'collector' 


and 'minor collectors! (see Fig. 3) remains in 
existing standards. Road allowance in cul-de- 
sacs is reduced from 90 feet to 80 feet, and on 
all other local streets the road allowance is re- 
duced from 66 feet to 60 feet. Pavement width 
on 'local' cul-de-sac streets is reduced from 

28 feet to 24 feet, and on all other 'local' streets, 
is reduced from 28 feet to 26 feet. Si dewalks and 
barrier curbs are provided on all ‘collector! and 
tminor collector' streets only -- on local streets 
there are mountable curbs with no sidewalks. 


The estimated ‘construction’ cost and.land cost 
reduction (1974 dollars) per foot of lot frontage 
for Alternative #2 is as follows: 


. $10. 50 - $16. 50 for cul-de-sac streets, - 
$12. 50 for all other 'local' streets, and 


$ 3.00 for 'minor collectors’. 


In addition to the above cost reductions there 
would be a reduction in 'overhead' costs 
amounting to approximately 15% of the 'con- 
struction’ costs. 


(2) Since costs associated with road allowances and 


(3) 


road construction represent only 21/2% of the 
total costs of residential housing (see Table zy; 
reductions in road allowance and road construction 
standards do not offer potential for significant re- 
ductions in housing costs. 


There are four major cost elements which con- 
tribute to the total cost of housing: Servicing 
Costs, Administrative and Financing Costs, Land 
Cost, Dwelling Structure Costs. To significantly 
reduce housing costs, a comprehensive approach 
aimed at each of these four elements is needed. 


$10.50 for lots along the street 
$16.50 for lots within the cul-de-sac 
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'B. RECOMMENDATIONS 


ea tae 
ay (1) The residential street right-of-way and construction 
iy _ standards described in Alternative #2 above, (and 
° subject to the evaluation of the proposed 3 inches 
pavement depth by the City Engineering Department) 
be adoptedas the City's standard for new subdivisions. 


_ 
. 


rn ma” ey uc 

ae (2) An in-depth study of the feasibility of the compre- 

esti J's, hensive strategies for reducing housing development 

eh. costs (described in Table 2 of this report) be under- 

ay taken by the City's recently established Housing 

Task Force with the objective of developing an action 

_—- program for reducing housing development costs 
which encompasses all the major housing develop- 


/ 
- ment cost elements. 
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PREFACE 


This report has been prepared by a subcommittee of 
the Administrative Committee of the Corporation of the 
City of Hamilton. The report is the result of a request 
from the City's Planning and Development Committee to 
the Board of Control that the City's Administrative 
Committee ''... review the basis for the standard road 


width of 66 feet, and also as to the feasibility of a reduction 


in this width in appropriate circumstances so as to help 


alleviate the high cost of housing development. (1) 


The subcommittee, appointed by the Administrative 
Committee to develop the report, was composed of the 
following: 


Mr. Victor Abraham - City Planning Department 
Mr. John Cavarzan - City Solicitor's Department 
Mrs. Eva Havelka - City Engineering Department 
Mr. Gerald McCarthy - City Traffic Department 


(1) Letter dated March 5, 1974 to: Mr. J. R. Jones, 
Secretary, Board of Control, from: Mr. J. W. West, 
Planning Control Officer, City Planning Department, 


Hamilton. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Housing costs throughout Southern Ontario have been 
experiencing a rapid increase in the past few years. 
Municipalities, concerned about the scarcity of housing 
available for purchase by low-to-middle income families, 
are looking for ways to reduce the development costs of 
housing. 


In order to develop effective programs for reducing 
housing development costs, an understanding of the major 
elements of these costs is necessary. 


Therefore, in addition to addressing itself to the re- 
quest of the Planning and Development Committee, namely 
to study the feasibility of reducing the presently required 
66 feet road allowance, the subcommittee has broadened 
the scope of its report to include a discussion of the major 
elements of housing development costs in order to identify 
those elements which have significant potential for cost 
reduction. 


The report will, therefore, not only indicate the extent 
to which housing development costs can be reduced as a 
result of reductions in the present 66 feet road allowance 
policy, but it will also identify other factors which have 
significant potential for reducing housing development costs. 
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FINDINGS 


PRESENT STANDARDS FOR RESIDENTIAL STREET 
RIGHTS-OF -WAY 


The City of Hamilton presently requires a minimum 
road allowance width of 50 feet for 'local' cul-de-sacs 
and 66 feet for remaining 'local' and 'minor collector' 
residential streets in all new subdivisions (see Figure 3). 
'Collector' streets serving residential subdivisions 
are constructed on 86 feet road allowances (see Figure 
aie 


As can be seen from Figure 1 and Figure 2, the width 
of road allowance has to be adequate to facilitate loca- 
tion of all services required by the City of Hamilton, 
such as 28 feet wide pavement, 5 feet wide sidewalks 
on both sides of the pavement, street lighting, trees, 
storm sewers, sanitary sewers and watermains, as 
well as location of other utilities namely hydro, bell 
telephone and gas. 


As indicated on Figure 2, the minimum width of road 
allowance requires location of storm and sanitary 
sewers and watermains within the pavement area. 

The road allowance width of 66 feet (Figure 1) allows 
location of watermain and other overhead and under- 
ground utilities, except where it must cross the road, 
outside the pavement. This results in lower mainten- 
ance costs and eliminating of any disturbance to traffic 
during utility maintenance operations. 


The services within the road allowance are planned, 
designed, constructed and maintained for two years 
after the construction by the developer, at his own 
expense. All this work has to comply with City stand- 
ards, policies and requirements. The total cost of 
this work is passed on to the’home purchaser as a 
part of the overall house cost. 
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It is evident that in order to reduce the existing road allow- 
ance width of 66 feet, and to keep the location of watermain 
and other utilities outside the pavement, reductions will 
have to be made in one or a combination of these width re- 
lated elements of the 'typical section', shown as Figure I. 


In addition to the question of the feasibility of reducing the 
existing road allowance standard, it is important to know 
how cost effective such a reduction will be. In other words, 
how significant will the cost reduction be and what will the 
level of service impacts of this cost reduction be. The 
following section presents two feasible alternatives to the 
66 feet road allowance standard and discusses the estimated 
cost reductions resulting therefrom. 
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EXISTING RESIDENTIAL ROAD ALLOWANCE - SECTION 66 
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EXISTING RESIDENTIAL ROAD. ALLOWANCE - SECTION 50’ 
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PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL ROAD ALLOWANCE - SECTION 60' 
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FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES TO THE PRESENT 66 
FEET RESIDENTIAL STREET RIGHTS-OF-WAY 


Allowance Standard 


Table 1 shows the cost reductions possible for two 
alternative road servicing standards. These two 
alternatives are described below: 


(a) Alternative #1: The modified cross section of 
minimum road allowance width of 50 feet for ‘local’ 
cul-de-sac streets (Figure 5) consists of 24 feet 
wide pavement and 'mountable’ curbs only+? The 
sidewalks are not warranted because of low traffic 
volume and low pedestrian movements. However, 
sidewalks at these locations have some advantages, 
such as safety to children playing on the sidewalks, 
comfort to pedestrians, fewer disputes among neigh- 
bours. The sidewalks also prevent the hedges and 
bushes from being planted immediately behind the 
curb and hanging over the pavement. Since 24 feet 
wide pavement does not provide for street parking, 
sufficient off-street parking is required for home 
owners and visitors. 


The minimum cul-de-sac pavement radius of 30 
feet was not reduced. A smaller pavement radius 
would create snow removal problems and man- 
euvering difficulties for passanger vehicles and 
service vehicles. The radius of the cul-de-sac 
at the property line was reduced from 45 feet to 
40 feet. 


Modifications of servicing standards as described 
above would result in cost savings only for lots on 
cul-de-sacs. The approximate saving in servicing 
cost, resulting in elimination of sidewalks and re- 
ducing of pavement width, can be up to 10% of the 
total servicing cost of cul-de-sac lots. 
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(b) Alternative #2: The cross section of minimum road 
allowance of 50 feet for 'local' cul-de-sac streets is 
as indicated on Figure 5. The width of road allow- 
ance of 66 feet with cross section shown on Figure l 
was considered for 'minor collector! streets. Itis 
required that street parking be availabie for 'minor 
collector' streets (28 feet wide pavement). The 
speed and volume of vehicular traffic is higher and, 
therefore, the vehicle-pedestrian hazard is higher 
than on the 'local' streets. The schools and other 
activity centres are normally located on these 
streets. The width of road allowance for ‘local! 
streets is reduced to 60 feet. The cross section 
(Figure 4) consists of 26 feet wide pavement and 
curbs only. 


By reducing the roadway standards, as proposed 
in this alternative, the total servicing cost for 
cul-de-sac lots and lots fronting on other "local! 
streets would be diminished by approximately 
10%. Modification of the road allowance width 
(from 66 feet to 60 feet) would also result in 
additional savings on land. 


The above alternatives include a reduction in pavement 
depth from the existing 6 inches to a proposed depth of 

3 inches. However, since an inadequate depth of pave- 
ment could increase annual maintenance costs (while 
decreasing initial construction costs), an evaluation of 
the adequacy of this reduced pavement depth should be 
undertaken by the City's Engineering Department before 
any decision is made to incorporate it in new construction. 
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MAJOR COST ELEMENTS OF RESIDENTIAL 


DEVELOPMENT 


The previous section described two alternatives to the 
City's present 66 feet road allowance standard and pro- 
vided an estimate of the reduction in development costs 
resulting from the reduced standards. It also included 
alternatives relating to other roadway elements, such 
as pavement construction and type of curbing-elements 
which do not affect road allowance requirements, but 
which do offer some potential for reduction in develo- 


ment costs. 


The purpose of this section then is to identify the major 
elements of housing development cost in addition to 
those costs directly related to the 'roadway section’. 


The identification of these other cost elements and an 
understanding of their proportional contribution to the 
total housing development costs will provide a sound 
basis for the evaluation of alternatives for reducing 
housing development costs. 


Housing development costs are made up of other ele- 
ments besides road allowance and can be classified 
into the following categories: 


(a) Servicing 
(b) Land 
(c) Housing Structure 


(a) Servicing costs include those costs associated 
with providing streets, water, sanitary sewers, 
and storm sewer facilities. The costs of provid- 
ing these facilities are determined by a combin- 
ation of: servicing standards (part of which is the 
City's present requirement for a 66 feet road allow- 
ance), cost of materials and labour costs. 
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(b) Land cost is the cost of purchasing and holding 
raw land and is determined by the 'market' at 
the time of purchase and the property tax rate. 


(c) Housing structure cost is the cost of constructing 
the dwelling unit and is determined by a combin- 
ation of required construction standards (building 
code) material and labour costs. 


Profit Margin, an extremely variable item having a 
minimum value below which private industry will not 
function, but also having a potentially uncontrollable 
upper limit, has not been isolated as a major cost 
element since it is contained to varying degrees in 
each of the othér three elements. Profit margin and 
its affect on housing cost has been the subject of much 
debate. It is beyond scope of this study to make any 
detailed analysis of this element of housing develop- 
ment costs. However, in today's housing market, 
where there exists a surcharge of demand, cost re- 
ductions in any of the other three elements (servicing, 
land, house structure) are subject to dissipation through 
increased profits to the developer. 


The above discussion, raises a number of consider- 
ations pertinent to the evaluation of alternatives for 
reducing housing development costs. These consid- 
erations can be listed as follows: 


1. Is the alternative feasible? (Will the reduced 
standards create social, environmental or traffic 
operation problems or will it cost more in the 
long run due to increased maintenance costs?) 


2. Does the alternative have the potential for a signi- 
ficant reduction in cost? 


3. Will the cost savings be’ passed on to the home 


owner or merely dissipated in increased profit 
to the developer. 
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Table 2 presents an estimate of the relative proportion 
each of the four major elements contributing to the 
total housing development cost, and therefore, indi- 
cates those cost elements which have the greatest 
potential for significantly reducing housing develop- 
ment costs. It also lists a number of strategies (the 
feasibility of which should be determined through 
further study) for reducing housing development costs. 
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